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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: A request for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was 

t 

filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been 
timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 08/24/06 has been entered. 

2. Claims 1-25 are pending. Claims 1, 24, and 25 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Applicant claims using predetermined rules 
that are not based on any user input and creating the source and target model without 
any user input except for a user command to initiate creation of such model 
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automatically. It is unclear how the predetermined rules are created "automatically" in 
Applicant's specification. The term automatically is unclear in the sense that there 
doesn't appear to be an indication as to how the "predetermined" rules are formed. 
Clarification is requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1,4-6, 10-15, 24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Fong et al- US 6,678,867 B2, 1/13/04 (continuation of application filed on 
12/23/97). 

In reference to claims 1 , 24, and 25, Fong teaches a method for providing a 
graphical user interface for creating and editing a mapping of a first structural 
description to a second structural description. Fong's system comprises the following: . 
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-Inputting a structural description of a first system that communicates over a protocol 
having a first structured format, wherein the first structured format can be in XML. 
Inputting a structural description of a second system that communicates over a protocol 
having a second structured format, wherein the second structured format can be in 

« 

XML. See abstract and columns 31-32. Compare to "receiving an XML 
environment". 

-Accepting interactive user input, to be processed by a map creator, for making plural 
changes to any of the component mapping values. The transformation rules are 
processed by a map creator to create the transformation map. The user selects an 
input source file for transformation to a target output file using a map specified by the 
user. See column 3, lines 54-67 and column 4, lines 1-10. The transformation can be 
from SGML to HTML or another structured format such as a database information 
format. See column 3, lines 20-31 . The system accepts user input for selecting an 
input source file for transformation to a target output file using an already existing map. 
The user input is then processed, and the requested input file and map are then 
processed to transform the input file into the requested output file format. Compare to 
"creating a target model and a source model in accordance with predetermined 
rules, with one of said models being an XML model and the other of said models 
being a flat file or data base model; creating business rules for moving data from 
a source file to a target filed for a plurality of defining items in the source model", 
-Processing the transformation using a map created by the user. See column 4, lines 1- 
1 1 . Compare to "creating a run file with file names for generating said map". 
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-Accepting user input for selecting an input source file for transformation to a target 
output file using an already existing map. The user input is then processed, and the 
requested input file and map are then processed to transform the input file into the 
requested output file format. See column 3, lines 20-31 & 54-67 and column 4, lines 1- 
10. Compare to "wherein the target model and source model are created without 
any user input except for a user command to initiate creation of such models 
automatically" 

In reference to claim 4, Fong teaches an attribute list for HTML and SGML (can 
also be XML) tags. See figures 8A-1 through 8B. 

In reference to claim 5, Fong teaches accepting interactive user input, to be 
processed by a map creator, for making plural changes to any of the component 
mapping values. The transformation rules are processed by a map creator to create the 
transformation map. The user selects an input source file for transformation to a target 
output file using a map specified by the user. See column 3, lines 54-67 and column 4, 
lines 1-10. The transformation can be from SGML to HTML or another structured 
format such as a database information format. See column 3, lines 20-31. 

In reference to claim 6, Fong teaches displaying the source and target model 
conversions. See figure 12B and 12C. 
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In reference to claim 10, Fong teaches that the processing the transformation 
using the map includes source and target models and files and the access files. See 
columns 3-4. 

In reference to claim 1 1 , Fong teaches inputting a structural description of a first 
system that communicates over a protocol having a first structured format, wherein the 
first structured format can be in XML. Inputting a structural description of a second 
system that communicates over a protocol having a second structured format, wherein 
the second structured format can be in XML. See abstract and columns 31-32. 

In reference to claim 12, Fong teaches that the user can choose a source input 
and a target output and process the transformation. See abstract. 

In reference to claim 13, Fong teaches accepting interactive user input, to be 
processed by a map creator, for making plural changes to any of the component 
mapping values. The transformation rules are processed by a map creator to create the 
transformation map. The user selects an input source file for transformation to a target 
output file using a map specified by the user. See column 3, lines 54-67 and column 4/ 
lines 1-10. The transformation can be from SGML to HTML or another structured 
format such as a database information format. See column 3, lines 20-31 . 
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In reference to claim 14, Fong teaches inputting a structural description of a first, 
system that communicates over a protocol having a first structured format, wherein the 
first structured format can be in XML. Inputting a structural description of a second 
system that communicates over a protocol having a second structured format, wherein 
the second structured format can be in XML. See abstract and columns 31-32. 

In reference to claim 15, see figure 12C in which Fong teaches defining the item 
names in the source and target model. 

* 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 2-3, 7-9, and 16-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fong etal. , US 6,678,867 B2, 1/13/04 (continuation of application 
filed on 12/23/97) in view of Kutav etal. . US 2002/0026461 A1, 2/28/02 (provisional filed 
6/5/00). 



t 
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In reference to claims 2 and 3, Fong does not teach creating test data; however, 
Kutay teaches testing to verify access to the data reference structure. See figure 9B 
and page 7. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Fong and Kutay since both Fong and Kutay teach modifying a 
source model to a target model in accordance with rules. Furthermore, allowing a user 
to test the "defining items" or data reference structures would provide better consistency 
for all of the attributes. 

In reference to claims 16-17, Fong does not teach the test data is an XML 
message or a flat file. Kutay teaches that the source model can be any of a flat file, an 
XML file, or any other format. See page 7, paragraphs [0104]-[01 19]. It would have 
been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine 
Fong and Kutay since both Fong and Kutay teach modifying a source model to a target 
model in accordance with rules. Furthermore, allowing a user to test the "defining 
items" or data reference structures would provide better consistency for all of the 
attributes. 

In reference to claim 18, Fong does not teach the test data is generated based 
on information in the source model. Kutay teaches that the test data is based on the 
source model which can be an XML file. See page 7, paragraphs [0104]-[01 19]. It 
would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Fong and Kutay since both Fong and Kutay teach modifying a source model to 
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a target model in accordance with rules. Furthermore, allowing a user to test the 
"defining items" or data reference structures would provide better consistency for all of 
the attributes. 

In reference to claim 19, Fong does not teach that the XML message includes a - 
preamble or prolog; however it was well known in the art at the time of the invention for 
an XML message to contain information about the DTD, schema, or character set being 
used in the message thus one of ordinary skill in the art could have included such 
information in the message. 

In reference to claim 20, Fong does not teach the XML message comprises a 
DTD or schema with all defining items in the DTD or schema. Kutay teaches that the 
test data is based on the source model which can be an XML file. See page 7, 
paragraphs [0104]-[01 19]. The data reference structure and the connection to the data 
source are verified thus the attributes are checked according to the source document 
that could be an XML type. In one embodiment, the user interface module further 
includes a view editor to create one or more views within the presentation layer of the 
application and an action editor to define actions within the presentation layer. In one 
embodiment, an XML editor is provided within user interface module to create views 
presented in XML format and an XML transform editor is further provided to convert 
documents created in a source format from a source Document Type Definition (DTD), 
for example XML, to a target DTD, for example HTML, and to present the document to 
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users in the target format defined by the target DTD. It would have been obvious to one 
or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Fong and Kutay since 
both Fong and Kutay teach modifying a source model to a target model in accordance 
with rules and allowing a user to test the "defining items" or data reference structures 
would provide better consistency for all of the attributes. 

In reference to claim 21 , Fong does not teach the test data is created to be 
consistent with properties of the defining items and using attributes from an attribute list 
for that defining item, if such an attribute list is included in the XML DTD or schema; 
however, Kutay teaches that the test data is based on the source model which can be 
an XML file. See page 7, paragraphs [0104]-[01 19]. The data reference structure and 
the connection to the data source are verified thus the attributes are checked according 
to the source document that could be an XML type. It would have been obvious to one 
or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Fong and Kutay since 
both Fong and Kutay teach modifying a source model to a target model in accordance * 
with rules and allowing a user to test the "defining items" or data reference structures 
would provide better consistency for all of the attributes. 



In reference to claims 22, Fong does not teach the test data is in the same 
sequence defined in the XML envorinment; however, Kutay teaches that the test data is 
based on the source model which can be an XML file. See page 7, paragraphs [0104]- 
[01 19]. The data reference structure and the connection to the data source are verified 
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thus the attributes are checked according to the source document that could be an XML 
type. It would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to combine Fong and Kutay since both Fong and Kutay teach modifying a 
source model to a target model in accordance with rules and allowing a user to test the 
"defining items" or data reference structures would provide better consistency for all of 
the attributes. 

Regarding claim 23, Fong does not teach the generated test data for defining an 
item is a tag name; however, Kutay does. Kutay teaches the test data is based on a 
source model and assigning a tag name to the test data. See figure 12A. 

In reference to claims 7-9, Fong does not teach a drag and drop mechanism in 
which an element can be moved; however, Kutay does. Kutay teaches dragging and - 
dropping tags displayed in windows within an interface to map the input from the view to* 
process data model structure. See figure 1 1E, 12, 16C, 16F and page 9. It would have 
been obvious to combine the drag and drop feature of Kutay in a system of Fong since 
both Fong and Kutay map source elements to target elements in order to produce an 
output. Providing a drag and drop functionality provides for an easy method for a user 
to carry out operations in a graphical user environment. 



Response to Arguments 
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9. Applicants arguments and amendments filed 08/24/06 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant amended claims to recite the limitation, "wherein the target model ' 
and source model are created without any user input except for a user command 
to initiate creation of such models automatically". Examiners interpretation is that 
Fong does not use user input in actually creating the target and source model. Fong 
teaches that accepting interactive user input for making plural changes to any of the 
component mapping values. The transformation rules are processed by a map creator 
to create the transformation map. Although the user is creating a transformation map; 
the user is not necessarily "creating a target model or source model" because all the 
user does is initiate the transformation by selecting an input source file for 
transformation to a target output file. See column 3, lines 54-67 and column 4, lines 1- 

10. The system accepts user input for selecting an input source file for transformation 
to a target output file using an already existing map. The user input is then processed, 
and the requested input file and map are then processed to transform the input file into 
the requested output file format. Thus the user is not actually creating the source or 
target model, rather he is initiating the creation of the models. 

Further, it is unclear how the predetermined rules are created "automatically" in 
Applicant's specification. The term automatically is unclear in the sense that there 
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doesn't appear to be an indication as to how the "predetermined" rules are formed if not 
by user input. Clarification is requested. 

In view of the comments above, the rejection is maintained. 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rachna Singh whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4099. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:30AM-6:00PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 




Rachna Singh 



09/13/06 



